Harold Weisberg 
Route 8 

Frederick, Md„ 21701 


2537 Regent St., Apt. 202 
Berkeley, Ca. 94704 
June 17* 1969 


Dear Harold, 

A lot of physics is out of the way (but give me another year for my thesis); 
time to catch up on correspondence. Here goes; 

Since my letter of 4/27, your mailings of the following dates received; 4/29, 

4/30, 5/19, 5/24, 5/28, 6/4, 6/7, 6/12. Any letters misdirected to Apt. 212 
should have reached me, but I do not recall any. 

You have mentioned a memo cutting off the proper indexing of the Commission's 
files rather early in the game. Could we have a copy? 

You mention having a source for getting microfilm printed out free. If it 
really is free or nearly so and readily available I think it would be generally 
worthwhile to have all or most of our microfilm printed out. Assuming the copies 
are good quality, the availability of cheap Xerox out here might make it worthwhile 
to routinely get large orders from the Archives at the^cost on film. Can you 
get selected frames done, or only large sections of film? I wonder about how much 
access you have to this service, since I think that the actual cost (wholesale) 
is 5/ a page or a little more. In addition to the FPCC and ONI files, I now have 
GA-l-CIA (49 pp. and interesting) and GA-l-SS (230 pp., not so interesting). At 
some point GA--1-FBI and the State Department file on Oswald (CD 1114, 1115) should 
be studied or obtained. Do you need a negative microfilm? Is the weak demagnification 
(12X) used by the Archives satisfactory? 

Jim Schmitt suggests that the reference you thought you saw in Gayy's CD's 
to Mark Holean may have been Jack Holford (CD 98, p. 2). 

Bud sent out a newspaper story mentioning Otepka. I have the State Dept. 

Office of Security file on Oswald from CD 1114. The checkout sheet indicates that 
it was checked out 12 tides ( 1960 - 1963 ), and once ( 3 / 26 - 30 / 62 ) the "officer 
requesting file" was Otepka. I don't know if this really means that Otepka himself 
had any interest in this matter, or if that would have been unusual. 

Lattimer's articles; atrocious writing, but one valid point; the fragments 
estimated to have been lost from CE 399 don't weigh very much; the doctor's estimates 
are not very meaningful; some lead could be missing from 399 and clearly visible on 
X-rays. The argument that too much (by weight) was missing has always been, in my 
opinion, rather weak. The lack of deformation is something else. 

I have seen "Greetings.” Funnier than "Farewell America," longer than the 
Zapruder film. (I haven't seen any others lately.) Rather amusing and harmless. 

Has anyone tried to get to the Panel doctors? 

Clip in rifle; suppose there were 4 bullets, 3 were fired, and then nothing was 
done to prepare to fire the last one. Would the clip have fallen off? What evidence 
is there that the 4th bullet was in the rifle when found, other than DPD reports? (Any 
pictures?) (See Accessories , pp. 116-120.) 

Reid's book "The Grim Reapers" is available here. I didn't look carefully, but 
the tails gation about a meeting involving Marcello in 9/62 appears to have originated 
with Reid. 

Ed Butler's "Oswald Speaks” (book) was not available when I asked about it 0 

Your letter of 5/21; 2 copies of my memo on Hoover's 11/25/66 statement (which 
should have been much stronger) enclosed. Hoover does say the nick in JFK's tie is 
on the left side of the knot (apparently quoting the Supplemental Report, p. 2). The 
Summary Report has a pretty clear picture (Exh. 60; Epstein, p. 57); the caption says 
it is on the right side of the tie. To me it looks like it is in the middle. If the 
tie was not on straight, this seems consistent with the holes in the collar. 

Your memo of 5/27 on Kaack report, next to last paragraph; see my memo of 5/7/6 8 
on FBI reporting of Oswald's activities for information on when the FBI got tapes of 
Oswald’s radio appearances. Also, NO T-2 is almost certainly the New York mail cover 
on the Worker. 



^ Y°ur 6/li the Freedom of Information Law provides for the withholding 
Ox investigatory files compiled for law enforcement purposes." I know of no 
requirement that they be current investigatory files. It would seem that this 
P ? rmlt ,fche 75-year withholding of such files which has been the practice 
oi the Archives for sane time. I have made this point before in connection 
with the 544 Camp pamphlet; I do not think that a claim of exemption from disclosure 
uncer this section of the law constitutes an admission that there is a continuing 
investigation. If such a claim is made for Oswald material, I would argue that it 
is only by accident that the material did not become part of the Commission's 
extensive files (they can hardly deny that) and hence the less restrictive guidelines 
should apply. My request for certain FBI records-on Oswald (made last July) is 
still completely unanswered. 

lour 5 /29 s the copy of the BsBrueys report which I sent you, with tran smi ttal 
letter, is from the State Dept, file (CD 1114). I have no proof that the Commission 
ever got it from the FBI, although it asked the FBI questions about it (CE 833). It 
may be important that this report was not in the FBI headquarters file (CE 834). It 
certainly should have been in the 26 volumes. 

Nichols 5 letter of 6/3 to -you: he notes that the autopsy was not performed to 
determine if a. crime was committed, etc. In practice I am not sure that there is 
much difference between his preferred formulation of the pur-poses and the purpose 
cited by Humes and Finck. However, the quotation from the 1/26/6? autopsy doctors 
review is significant: "The Surgeon General of the Navy advised Dr. Humes that the 
purpose of the autopsy was to determine the nature of the President’s injuries and 
the cause of death." Without minimizing Humes' incompetence, I think we can assume 
„h® :<nev autopsies were generally for. What did Kenney want to tell him? For 
advised,” read "ordered." The rest we have to guess. Although there is a lot of 
junk in this hastily-written report, I do wonder why that sentence got included. 

Note that Kenney is similarly unnamed in Humes' testimony (2H349), where he names 
some of the people in the room; as we know, Kenney didn't make the Sibert-O'Neill 
report either. Very interesting. 

In FKIII. there are many minor points I could argue with, but no major ones 
come to mind. I don't think there would be any point in going into them unless you 
plan a revised edition. I think you could cut out a lot without losing any impact, 
and perhaps reorganize some of the material to support your major points rather than 
provide a page-by-page analysis of all the documents. In its present form it is 
quite sensational and should at least get out to the critics. 

Your 6/9: I don’t recall my specific objection to being named in COUP; I don't 

really mind but probably felt that a reference in the text just cluttered up the 
narrative. Jim Schmitt, on the other hand, would rather not have his name used to 
keep out of as many files as possible, as I recall. I figure I am already in them all. 

Lifton doesn't have much to say about you to me. We discuss factual matters, 
his work or mine or Fred's. 

The August Playboy will have an interview with Ramsey Clark. 

I assume that we all agree on the importance of obtaining and/or distributing 
such things as the D.C. and N.O. trial testimony (especially Finck) and JG’s files. 

Is there any chance of getting good prints or slides of Z 312-316? Has anyone 
asked Life recently? Also, can we get the photos Sprague has worked on? 

I have a large batch of recently acquired CD's which I will try to list and 
comment on soon. 

Enclosed* (Gary also) my letter of 6/l 6 to Eckhoff; notes on Fred's train analysis. 


Sincerely, 

iLjl 


cc: Gary 



